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ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 

New Delhi, the 1st May, 1986 

O.N. 98.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the 
Representation of the People Act. 1951 (^3 of 1951), 
the Election Commission hereby publi-shes the Order 
dated 21st December, 1985 of the High Court of 

:.ifi GT/S',* -1 


Judicature at Allahabad in Election Petition No. 4 

of 1985. 

INo. 82|UP1HP|4I85] 
By order, 
S. C, .IAIN, Secy. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
ALLAHABAD 
CIVIL SIDE 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 
Allahabad, the 21st December, 1985 
PRESENT : 

The Hon’ble R. A. Misra ...Judge 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 4 OF 1984 
Order on the Application of Sri Narain 


(W.i) 


.. .Petitioner 
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IN RE 


BY THE COURT 


Sri Raj Narain Versus Sri Charan Singh. 

BY THE COURT 

For orders sec the judgment delivered in the 
Civil Misc. Application No. of 1985 in Election 
Petition No. 4 of 1984 Shri Raj Narain Vs. 
Sri Charan Singh 

Dated: 21-12-1985. 

Sd|- 

R. A. MISRA 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
ALLAHABAD 
CIVIL SIDE 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 

Allahabad, the 21st December, 1985 
PRESENT : 

The Hon’ble R. A. Misra ...Judge 

ELECTION PETITION NO. 4 OF 1985 


Sri Raj Narain has filed an Election petition 
challenging the election of the respondent Chaudhary 
Cliaran Singh in the 8th Lok Sabha Election from 
81 Baghpat Tmk Sabha Constituency in the district 
of Meerut in the State of Uttar Pradesh. He has 
claimed the election of the respondent void on the 
grounds mentioned in section 100(1) (b) and Section 
100(1) (d) (ii)fiii) and (iv) of the Representation of 
People Act, hereinafter referred to as the Act. 
Respondent No. 1 Chaudhary Charan Sin^h has put 
in appearance and has moved this application for 
dismissing the Election Petition under Section 86(1) 
of the Act on ground that the Copy of the Election 
Petition which has been served upon him along 
with the notice of the Election Petition is not a 
true copy as it ought to have been in view of tlie 
mandatory requirement under Section 81(3) of the 
Act. The petitioner has contested this application on 
the ground that the error is a Clerical error and 
contains a mere statement of law and does not 
contain statement of any fact, so, the error could 
not in any way prejudice the defence of the respon¬ 
dent. 


Order on the Application of Sri Raj Narain 

...Petitioner 

IN RE 

•Sii Raj Narain Versus Sri Charan Singh. 

PARA 8 OF THE PETITION' FILED IN~COURT 

That the petitioner Claims that the ejlcctiotT'of 
respondent is void on the gro,md mentioned in 
Section 100(1) (b) and Section 100(1) (d)(ii) 
(ili) and (iv) of the Rcpre.sentation of People Act, 
hereinafter referred to as the Act. 

Election Petition calling in question any election 
may be presented on one or more of the grounds 
specified in sub-section (!) of Section 100 and 
Section 101 of the Act. Section 100 provides grounds 
for declaring an election to be void and Section 101 
lays down grounds for which a candidate other than 
the returned candidate mav be declared t o have 
been elected. The prayer in the instant petition is 
for declaring the election of the respondent void 
without any prayer for declaring any other candidate 
to have been elected. Section 101 of the Act is 
therefore not attracted in this petition. Section 100(1) 
of the Act conu'sts of four clauses to wit (a), (b) 
(c) and (d) and each Clause enumerates the grounds 
on which the election of a returned candidate is to 
be declared void. 

In parus 1 to 7 of the petition it has been alleged 
that the petitioner and respondent along with 17 
others persons contested the election of the 8th Lok 
Sabha from Si ^aghpnt Lok Sabha Constituency and 
that the respondent has been declared elected on 
29th December, 1984. In para 8 of the petition the 
petitioner has asserted that he claims the election 


Admittedly para 8 of the Copy of the Petition 
served upon the respondent is not an absolute exact 
Copy of para 8 of the petition which has been filed 
in the Court. I would therefore, like extract both' 
for better appreciation of the significance of the error: 

PARA 8 OF THE COPY (JF fH^ PETmON 
— SERV ED UPON Tm RESPONDENT 

That the petitioner Claims that the election of 
respondent is void on the grounds mentioned in 
Section 100(1 )(b) and .Section 100(a)(b)(ii) 
(iii) and (v) of the Representation of Peopl e Act, 
hereinafter referred to as the Act, 

of the respondent to be void on the grounds men¬ 
tioned in Section lOOfDfb) and Section 100(1) (d) 
(ii)('iii) and (iv) of the Act and has thereafter in 
suh.sequcnt paras elaborated these groitnds by alleging 
the facts on which he relies to establish these 
grounds. Ground 100(I)(h) of the Act finds place 
in the petition filed in Court as well as in the Copy 
Sei-vcd upon the respondent in pam 8, and there in 
no error regarding this ground in the Copy Served 
upon the respondent. 

In the Election Petition filed in the Court Section 
100(1) (b)fii) (iii) and (iv) of the Act is mentioned 
in para 8 as the other ground on which the petitioner 
claims the election of the respondent to he void 
hut in the Copy Served upon the respondent. 
Section 100(a) (b)(ii) and (iv) is mentioned as the 
order g’-oimd on which the petitioner claims the 
election of the respondent to he void. The Crucial 
question which now arises for determination is 
whether the requirement of Section 81(3) of the 
Act has been substantially complied witii iuspite of 
ihe aforesaid error in para 8 of tbc Copy Served 
upon the respondent- 
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In the Electiun Petition in para S the Petitioner 
clajinr Uie election of the respondent to be void 011 
tile i^roLind mentioned in Section lUOt,l)t,b) (iij(ni) 
and fivl of the Act but in the Copy Served upon 
the respondent he claims the election of the respon¬ 
dent to be void under Section lUO(aKD) tu>(,tiij 
and (.iv) ot the Act. Section iOO provides only 
lour grounds to wit (a), fbj, (cj and (d) on which 
a petitioner can claim the election of a respondent 
to be void, in the Election petition hied in the 
Court the petitioner has clauned the election of the 
respondent to be void on the ground mentioned 
under Section l(.dHii)tiul and tiv) but in the 
Copy Served upon the respondent there is no men¬ 
tion of Section lCd).’l would like to extract this 
relevant portion of the Section which reads as 
below ; 

“Section 10U(.lHtl)i Ibat the result of the 
election, m so far as it concerns a returned 
candidate, has been materially affected— 

(i) by the improper acceptance of any 
nomination, or 

(iif by any corrupt practice committed in 
the interests of the returped candidate 
(by an agent other than his election 
agent), or 

(iii) by the improper reception refusal on 
rejection of any vote or the reception on 
of any vote which is void, or 

(iv) by any non-compliance syith th^ provi¬ 
sions of the Constitution or of this Act 
or of any rules or orders made undei 
this Act, 


I am unable to agree with the learned Counsel 
for the petitioner that para 8 of the petition meiely 
contains a statement of law and does not contain 
statement of any fact. On the other hand i find 
much substance in the contention raised on behalf 
of the respondent that this para contains the grounds 
on which tiie petitioner claims the respondent’s 
election to be void and it was for the sake of brevity 
that the grounds have not been written but have 
been alleged with reference to the Section of the 
Act which mention the grounds, e.g., instead of 
saying that ‘the petitioner Claims the respondent's 
election to be void on the ground that on the day 
of his election the respondent wa.i not qualified or 
was disqualified to be chosen to fill the scat under 
the Constitution or under this Act.’ One may say 
for the Sake of brevity that the petitioner Claims the 
election of the respondent to be void on the ground 
mentioned in Section 100(1) (a) of the Act. So 
para 8 contains the grounds on which the respondent’s 
election is claimed to be void by the petitioner, and 
the grounds on which an election is claimed to be 
void arc statement of facts. It is clear that para 8 
of the petition gives grounds on which the election 
of the respondent is challenged, and contains state¬ 
ments of fact and law both, Subsequent paragraphs 
of the petition elaborate these grounds and provide 
material facts to establish these grounds. It, therefore, 
leaves no from for doubt that para 8 of the petition 
is most vital part of the petition as it contains the 


grounds uii which tUo pelniuncr clamis lije election 
ol die lespondeni to be void 

A rcadmg oi paia 8 of the peiuiou reveals that 
die pciuioucr eiamis that idu etecdun ol lespOiidcnt 
ih void on tne grounds memiontd m two clauses 
01 bcctiun tod suo-clause one 01 Cite Act, to wil (tj 
acciiou luU(l;(U) and (dj ;sccuon iUU(i)(dj 
(iij(ni^ auci (iv'^ ot uic Aci, A reading oL the Copy 
Oi Inc peuuoii served up on the icsponuent on die 
OLlicr naud snows that tne pcinioncr ttamis that the 
election ot Inc rcipoiident is void on two gorunds 
mcuuoned in Section iUU sud-ciause one of the Act 
to wit (fj SecUun lU0(l)(b) and {2) Section lOu 
(a)(b) (ii) (iii.) and (ivj ot me Act, Suo-cfatise 
(djuiis not Deep mentioned in Copy and subclause (a) 
lias not been mentioned in the petition ; with the 
result tiial ground, which has been pleadgd hi the 
Copy has not actually been taken m tjio petition and 
a ground whiclt has been pleaded m die petition, has 
not been taken in the Copy Served upon the les- 
pondent. i'hese imstahcs can neither be characterised 
aa clerical or typographical nor can they be 
Ignored as miinmal or iiisigiimcamt. On the other 
hand these misiakes uo amount to important bmis- 
sions and disciepaucies of vital natuie which are 
most likely to mislead a man of ordinary prudence 
and aie likely to Cause prejudice to the defence of 
the respondent. These mistakes are so serious that 
they shed the very ciiaiacler of a true copy. As 
observed in Mithlesh Kumar Pandey Vs. Vidva Nath 
Yadav and other (A.I.R.) 1984 S.C. page 305) 
Section 81(3) of the Act is meant to protect and 
safeguard the sacrosanct electoral process so as not 
to disturb the verdict of the Voters. There is no 
room for giving a liberal or broas intepretation of 
the provisions of the aforesaid section to ignore such 
mistakes. In the case of Mithlesh Kumar Pandey 
(Supra) there were allegations of corrupt practices. 
Schedule I to the Election petition contained the list 
of persons through whom the coniipt practices were 
alleged to have been committed. In the copy of the 
petition supphed to the returned candidate tliere 
were mistakes as regards the names of the persons 
in the aforesaid h,st, viz. complete omission of some 
names which were mentioned in the Election Petition 
but not in the Copy,.giving wrong names, and some 
names given m the petition, appeared to be males 
but in the Copy they appeared to be females. These 
mistakes in the Copy were held to be vital, seriously 
prejudicing the defence. In the instant Election 
petition, the Copy supplies to the respondent omits 
a ground which has been taken in the Election 
petition and adds a ground which has not been taken 
in the Election petition. I am afraid there can bo 
no better Case of non-compliance of the requirement 
of Section 81(3) of the Act than the present one. 

It ha.s been argued by the learned counsel for 
the petitioner that though in para 8 of the Copy 
ground mentioned in Section 100(1) (a.) of the Act 
appears to have been pleaded yet a perusal of the 
whole petition shows that this ground has not been 
substantiated in subsequent paras of the Copy, so 
an a careful reading of the whole Copy, a man of 
ordinary prudence can discover the ynistakes in the 
Copy. The Court, therefore, should not taken notice 
of such mistakes. I am unable to agree with this 
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tomeniioa. It is not ttie duty of the respondent to 
siuay me enure petition ana euriect tne mistakes 
in me t^opy. it is lue duty or tne petitioner to 
maite a suesiamial compliance of tne requirement of 
oi^et.on anU oe eAiicmeiy caieiui oewause nun- 

eumpiiauue uieieo,. entana oiSnnssai 01 me pciiiiun 
unoei ;secuon 6o of tne Act. 

it has been argued by learned counsel for the 
pemionei; mat me mistaites nave neen discovered 
at me ouisei ueioie niiug uf wrnen statemeni, so 
no piejuuice in aeience uas actuany ueen caused and 
me ie..ponaenl win not suaer any actual harm if 
me pemion is permitted to survive inspite of the 
unstable, oo me petition snouid not be dismissed on 
aueuttiii 01 me nnsta*.es m me copy, iins concept 
caiinoi oe important uno nlectiou caw oecause icc- 
tiou oiuj oi lue Act IS nianuaioiy and non-compli¬ 
ance meieoi reatuts m uismiisai or tnc mccuon ircti- 
uon anu m view or me ouservations oatya iNaram Vs. 
cnuja ivam and omers (.A.i.K. iy;4 a.c. page 1185; 
inerem no scope lur acci .^11115 .sncn a conienoon ; 

"Ilie right to challenge an election is a Special 
iiguf conierrea under a sell-coniamed 
opecial law and me court will nave 10 seek 
answer to the question raised within ihe 
rour corners of me Act and the powers oi 
the Court are circUmscnoed by its provi¬ 
sions. An election petition cannot be 
equated with a plaint in a Civil suit.” 

It has been argued by learned counsel for the 
petitioner mat tne mistake in ihc Copy is not at 
ah mala hde and there was 110 intention in the 
least on ihe part of the petitioner to mislead or 
cause any harm to the respondent. 1 am iiicUned 
to agree that the facts bearmg on the record do 
indicate that the mistake is not mala fide and there 
was no intention on the part of the petitioner to 
cause any harm or mislead the respondent by 
marking such mistakes in the Copy Served upon. 
But mcnMca is not all a factor to be considered for 
dei,':ini.).'i g the question of non-compliance of 
SectiiJii 81(3) of the Act, The presence of mensrea 
would certainly make the matters worse for the 
petili.,'iLi: but absence theitof will be of no hclo to 
him Special costs or even punitive costs may be 
awardiL: when the mistifci is discovered to be inala 
fide oat as observed above the absence of mvnsrea 
can neither come the defence nor can it save the 
petitioii li'om the statu otv consctjuencc cf nvin- 
compilaa.,e of the manJ.anry provisions. 

In the result I find that the requirement of 
Section 81(3) of the Act has not been substantially 
compi'cd with. Therefore the petificn is liable to 
be dismissed under Seen on 86(1) cf the Act. 

Tb.’. ^e 1 J 1 ic'ne^ is dismissed under Section 86(1) ol 
the Aci non-compliauee of the reqm'remeni ol 
Seciiin 81(3) of the Act- I hidfr the p.evading 
circumstances the parties to bear their own costs of 
this petition 

Dated December 21, 1985. 

R. A. MISRA,Judge 


[Part U^Seg. 3(ii;) 


IT? PfTOt, 6 Rf, 1986 

TtT.W. 99-—rfw HfitfirfilW TtflrPm, 1931( 1951 HI 
43) HTcr 106 stfir'T mas w ft rfri 

<nff ti. 2 it wnirropT irrtw 0-3-86 

■fr rntn nt irmriOT ttratT 1 1 

[d. sa/'J. IT.—’sft.tr./a/es] 
«(-iti!r ft, 

'(tr. m. trfw 

New Deini, the 5th May, 19^6 

O. N. 99.—In pursuance of Section 1U6 of the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 (43 

of 1951), the Election Commission her^y publishes 
the Order dated 6-3-1986 cf the Higli Court of 
Judicature at Allahabad in Election Petition No. 2 
of 1985. 

s By Order, 

S. C. JAIN. Secy. 

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE AT 
ALLAHABAD 

CIVL SIDE 

ORIGINAL JURISDICTION 
Dated : Allahabad the 6th March, 1986 
BEFORE 

Hon’ble A.S. Srivastava, J. 

Election Petition No .2 of 1985 

Order on the application of Samar Sin^h— 

.... Petitioner, 

In Ref. 

Samar Singh . . . Petitioner. 

Vs. 

Kedar Nath and others .Respondents. 

Counsel for the Petitioner ; Petitioner in hereon. 

Counsel for the Respondents : Sr. S. S. Bhatnagar. 

BY THE COURT 

By means of this Election Petition filed under Sec¬ 
tion 81 of the Representation of People Act, 1951 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act) petitioner “Samar 
Singh” son of “S, B. Signh” has prayed that the 
election of Kadar Nath alias K. N. Singh, respon¬ 
dent No. 1 as a Member of the 8th Lok Sabha from 
79-Hajpur Parliamentary Constituency be declared 
void and illegal. 

The polling in which respondent No. 1 was dec¬ 
lared elected was held on 24-12-1984. The last 
date for presenting the nomination papers was 
27-11-1984. 30-11-1984 was a date for the scrutiny 

of the nomination papers as well as for withdrawal 
of nomination phpers. Nineteen candidates had 
contested the election. They were the respondents 
1, 6 to 22 and the petitioner. The nomination 
paper which the petitioner had filed was however not 
filed in the name of ‘Samar Singh” son of “S.B. 
Singh”. It was filed in the name of “Samay Singh” 
son of “S. P. Sngh” i.e. both the name and parent¬ 
age in which the nomination paper was filed did not 
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conespond with the petition's name and parentage. 
But it corresponded with ‘a name" printed in the 
electoral roll as “Samay Singh”. Since the electoral 
roll did not contain any name as “Samar Singh” the 
nomination paper which was filed by the petitioner 
was in the name of “Samay Singh” son of “S. P. Sin^” 
This nomination pwer was filed in tlie prescribed 
Form 2-A prescribed under Rule 4 of ti'e Conduct of 
Election Rules 1961 (hereinafter referred to as‘Elec¬ 
tion Rules), Before stating any further fact, it will 
be convenient to reproduce this prescribed Form as 
under :— 

Form 2-A 
(See Rule 4) 

Nomination paper 

Election in the House of the People. 

I nominate as a candidate for election to the House 
of the People form the....Parliamentary constituency 


Candidate’s name.Father’s[Husband’s 

Name. 

His name is entered at S. No. in Part No. 

.of the electoral roll for. 

2. (*Assembly constituency comprised within) ... 

.Parliamentary constituency. 

My name is.and it is entered at S. No. 

.in Part No.of the electoral 

rolls for. 

2(’''Assembly constituency comprised within). 

.Parliamentary 

constituency.... 

Date . (Signature of proposer) 

I the above-mentioned candidate, assent to this 
nomination and hereby declare.... 

(a) That 1 have completed....years of age; 

’"(b) that I am (.set up) ar this election by the.. 
party; 

(c) that the symbols I have chosen arc ipi order 

of preference (i). 

(ii) . and (iii). 

(d) that my name and my father’s [husband’s 
name have been correctly spelt out above in 


(name of the language) 

I (further declare that I am a member of the.... 
’'"^casteltribo which is a schedule ‘"’''caste[tribe of 


the State of.in relation to 

.(area) in that State. 

Datq .(Signature of candidate). 


Since this nomination paper was filed in the name 
of “Samay Singh” son of S. P. Singh, even the peti¬ 
tioner had given the certificate (d) in the above form 
as under : 

“that my name and my father’s name have been 
correctly spelt out above. 


Thus the nomination paper which was filed by the 
petitioner was not only in the name of “Samay Singh” 
but that it also contained his certificate about the 
correctness of the speUing of his name as well as his 
father’s name as mentioned in the nomination paper. 
As stated above, this nomination paper fully eewres- 
ponded with the electoral roll. Therefore, after 
scrutiny, it was accepted by the Returning Officer. 
In consequence thereof and after expiry of tlie period 
fixed in this regard, the name of “Samay Singh ’ was 
brought on the fist of contesfing candidates prepared 
in accordance witfi Section 38(1) read with Rule 10 
of the Rules. 

In the meauhme i.e. on 30-11-1984 Samar Singh 
filed Civil Misc. Writ No. 16341 of 1984 in this 
Court for directing the Election Authorities to subs¬ 
titute his name in the clccoral toll as well as in his 
nomination paper in place of “Samay Singh” which, 
according to him, is incorrect printing of his name. 
Tliis petition was dismised in limine on the same 
day by a Division Bench of this Court by the following 
order :— 

“Wc are afraid that we have no jurisdictioni in 
the matter. The election process has 
begun. The matter has to be decided by 
the Returning Officer, wlio we are sure, 
will decide it on merits and in accordance 
with law. Thereafter if occasion arises, 
the petitioner may have a remedy by means 
of an election petition”. 

On 30-11-1984 the petitioner had moved the Re¬ 
turning Officer also with a similar prayer in which 
he had also made a reference to the writ petition 
which he had filed in this Court on that date. It 
is alleged that the Returning Officer refused to eni 
tertain his above application. It has also to be 
borne in mind that 30 11-1984 was date fixed for 
the sci-utiny of nomination papers. Tire Returning 
Officer however, received the petitioner’s appfication 
on 1-12-1984. On this day i.e. on 1-12-1984 the peti¬ 
tioner made one more application to the Returning 
Officer with almost a similar prayer. Both these 
applications were disposed of by the Returning 
Officer by a single order reproduced below :—■ 

fih «h ^ ^VTOWr% i-ia- 

198-1 i!f)T Fm mJT Wf ^ 'lOTT^ "Hr I 

79 ihfh'T (Sw ^ rit irnffis % siTa ¥r ftht 

TO TOmu frerfmr % mrea ftanii 20-11-94 

h 27-11-84 Whh if ^ fiRT w ^1 

frrhF 27-1 1-84 5|fr mm 1-13 ^ jtkt imr 

mJT-hiwrT TO iTiftw ftcfmr mlwr mw nrjtr frerr tot 

mm em itm fit 1 soo-oo (fi mm- 

% <ii8 It miT ^ I 

flrhr 28-11-84 ffit TOT fTOTO >11^1 ^ arpT "tfl 

»Tt TOifriTO: m TOT mfro ?t '?Fr tot Wto 'tt uTtffer Trrp 

mft TOT TOTfft % RTOf 30-11-84 TOt »fi TtWif 

^ rit mmfiii[ % tot ^ ^ mror Sr }TPhTr-TO forr i 

TO: rit mri: jrNm-TO fiTtro Ttot tott % i 

The polling was held on 24-12-1984. The ballot 
paper contained the name of “Samay Singh”. The 
name in which the nomination paper was filed was 
corresponding to the name printed in the electoral 
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roll. That is, both in the electoral roll and in the 
nomination paper name Saniay Singh son of S, P. 
Singh was mentioned. The name Samar Singh son 
of S. B. Singli was neither mentioned in vhe elect- 
ral roll nor the nomination paper was tiled in this 
name. Admittedly “Samay Singh” son of S. P, Singh 
is not the name of :he petinoner. In that event 
petitioner Samar Singh was neither an “elector” nor 
a “candidate” in the said election. 

According to the peiitioncr he is an elector as well 
as candidate in the said election because the name 
“Samay Singh” son of S. P. Singh in the electoral 
roll was a “misnomer” resulting from mis-printhig. 
The nomination paper was, therefore, filed in incorrect 
■name. The name in the nomination paper was also, 
therefore “‘misnomer”. The petitioner having secu¬ 
red only 617 votes at the poll on account of the 
ballot pap^ being printed in the name of “Samay 
Singh” could not be declared elected. 

Sri S. S. Bhatnagar, counsel for respondent No. 
1, on the other hand, contended that the name print- 
^ in the electoral roll was not a “misnomer” nor 
was it so treated by the petitioner when the nomina¬ 
tion paper was filed on his behalf. The petitioner 
being “Samar Singh” son of “S. B. Singh” has no 
right to file this election petition as he was neither 
an “elector” as defined in Section 2(iXc) of the Act 
nor was he a candidate in the election. He urged 
that Section 81 of the Act permits filing of an Election 
Petition only by (i) a canmdate or by (ii) an elector. 
AdmitedJy, Samar Singh who has filed this petition 
was not mentioned in the electoral roll. He was there¬ 
fore not an “elector” as defined in Section 2(iXe) of 
the Act. He further argued that tlie person who had 
contested the election was “Samay Singh” and not 
“Samar Singh”. Tlic nomination paper having' been 
filed in Form 2-A ibid in the name of Samay Singh. 
“Samar Singh” cannot now claim to be a candidate 
in that election. According to him the name “Samay 
Singh” son of “S. P. Singh ’ mentioned in the electo¬ 
ral roll cannot be said to be the result of incorrect- 
printing. In fact the name jprinted in the’electoral 
roll is a different name and is not a “misnomer”. 

The word ‘elector’ is, as stated above, defined in 
Section 2(l)(e) as under :— 

‘‘elector” in relation to a. constituency means a 
person whose name is entered in the electo¬ 
ral roll of that constituency for the time 
bemg in force and who is not subject to 
any of the disqualifications mentioned in 
Section 16 of tiic Representation of the 
People Act, 1950 (43 of 1950)”, 

The words “a person whose name is entered in the 
electoral roll” leave no room for doubt that the name 
of a person who claims to be an “elector” of a con¬ 
stituency must be entered in the electoral roll of that 
constituency. Admittedly the name “Samar Singh” 
was not entered in the electoral roll on the basis of 
which the election was held. The name Samay Singh 
son of S. P. Singh entered in the electoral roll is not 
the petitioner’s name. Therefore, he is not an “elec¬ 
tor” The nomination paper was also filed in the name 
of “Samay Singh" son of S, P, Singh and not in the 
name of “Samar Singh”. Consequently it was Samay 
Singh who shall be treated a candidate at the elec¬ 
tion. It was on this account that the petitioner, after 
the presentation of the nomination paper not in his 


name, applied to the Returning Officer to correct his 
name both in the electoral roll and in the nomination 
paper by substituting “Samar Singh son of S. B. 
Singh” in place of “bamay Singh son of S. P. Singh”. 
According to him the Returing Officer was under an 
obligation to do so because the proviso to Section 
33(4) of the Act. He contends that his name being 
incorrectly printed in the electoral roll did not render 
his nomination paper invalid though filed in a wrong 
name corresponding to the name mentioned in the 
electoral roll. He contends that proviso to Section 
33(4) of the Act placed a duty on the Returning 
Officer to correct the petitioner’s name both in the 
electoral roll, as well as in the nomination paper 
when this fact was brouglit to his notice by the peti¬ 
tioner by means of his application. 

It follows from the above contentions of both the 
sides that the petitioner Samar Sjugh cannot be held 
to be an "‘elector” or a candidate under the Act un¬ 
less it is held that the name in the electoral roU 
printed as “Samay Singh son of S. P. Singh” and the 
name in which the nomination paper was filed by thc 
petitioner was a misnomer of such a nature that it 
could be corrected by the Returning Officer under 
Section 33(4) at the time of scrutiny. 

The meaning of the word "misnomer” has been 
considered by this Comt in Masood Vs. Bikram 
Singh (A.1.R.1975 Allahabad 402). a case cited by 
the petitioner, wherein it had been held that “mis¬ 
nomer” really means giving an incorrect or wrong 
name to a person even in legal document. Therefore, 
what is to be prc.sently considered is whether the 
name “Saniay Singh” “son of S. P. Singh” mentioned 
in the electoral roll is really a wrong name printed 
therein describing no person other than the petitioner 
“Samar Singh son of S, B. Singh”. It is not disputed 
that til] the last dale for filing nomination paper, this 
was not the stand of the petitioner. Even the nomina¬ 
tion paper was filed in the name printed in the elec¬ 
toral roll i.c. in tlie name of “Samay Singh son of 
S. P. Singh”, On presentation of this nomination 
paper, the Returning Officer had to e.vamine it for 
satisfying himself whethci’ the name of the candidate 
arid the name of his proposer as entered in the nomi¬ 
nation paper were the “same” as those entered in the 
electoral roll. It is clca]^ from Section 33(4) itself 
which reads as under : — 

"On the presentation of a nomination paper, the 
returm'ng officer shall satisfy himself that 
the names and electoral roll numbers of the 
candidate and his proposer as entered in 
the nomination paper are the same as those 
entered in the electoral rolls”. 

It is evident from the above section that the ac¬ 
ceptance or rejection of a nomination depends on 
satisfaction of the Returiring Officer after !t compari¬ 
son of the names in the nomination paper and the 
electoral roll that the two names corresponded. It is 
also not disputed that nomination paper of the peti¬ 
tioner was accepted by the Returning Officer after 
scrutinising his nomination paper as his name as en¬ 
tered in the nomination paper corre.spondcd with the 
name entered in the electoral roll. 

However, it was after the presentation of the nomi¬ 
nation paper that the petitioner, for the first time, 
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look the stand that the name printed in the electoral 
roll was a “misnomer” and prayed for correction of 
the electoral roll as well as the nomination paper filed 
in the name of “Sainay Singh”, The Returning Ofll- 
ccr, while accepting tlie^ nomination paper filed in the 
name of Samay Singh, refused to accept the above 
contention of the peiit'oncr and grant his prayer. 

It i, contended by the petitioner that when the 
question was raised by him before the Returning 
Odicer, he was under a duty to accept his contention 
and order tlie rectification of the electoral roll as well 
a; his nomination paper. iFor this contention, he 
pl-.iccs tcliance the proviso to Section 33(4) which is 
as under :— 

“Provided that the misnomer or inaccurate des¬ 
cription Or clerical, technical or printing 
error in regard to the name of the candi¬ 
date or his proposer or any other person, 
or in regard to any place, mentioned in the 
electoral roll or ih^ nomination paper and 
no clerical, technical or printing error in 
regard to the electoral roll numbers of any 
such person in the electoral roll or the no¬ 
mination paper, shall effect the full operation 
of the electoral roll or the nomination 
paper with respect to such person or place 
in any case where the description in regard 
to the name of the person or place is such 
as to be commonly understood and the re¬ 
turning officer--shall permit any such mis¬ 
nomer Or inaccurate description or clerical, 
technical or ppnting error to be corrected 
and where necessary, direct that any such 
misnomer, inaccurate description clerical, 
technical or printing error in the electoral 
roll or in the nomination paper shall be 
overlooked.” 

In order to decide the above contention of the 
petitioner, the effect of the above proviso on the main 
section 33(4) to which it is appended will have to be 
examined. For doing so, it is necessary to advert again 
to Section 33(4) already extracted above. A plain 
reading of this Section shows that it does not envis¬ 
age any enquiry into questions of fact of the above- 
nature at the stage of scrutiny of nomination paper. 
I do not agree with the petitioner that the decision in 
Masood’s case (supra) has laid down any such law. 
What has been considered in that case is the scope of 
proviso to this Section 33(4) in a case where a name 
printed in an electoral roll was apparently on the face 
of the materials before the Returning Officer a mis¬ 
nomer, Such a mistake must be apparent that any 
ordinarv man of average intelligence could have easily 
concluded from the details appearing from the scru- 
.tiny of the electoral roll. In that case, the mistake 
was apparent merely on a perusal of the matcrials- 
before the Returning Officer. It is evident from the 
following observations made in that case at pace 
405 

“A comparison of the two electoral rolls which 
were before the Returning Officer and were 
actually considered by him together with 
other material brought to his "notice will 
show that any ordinary man of average in¬ 
telligence could have easily concluded from 


all the details appearing from serial No. 72 
to serial No, 81 that the person described 
at serial No. 76 was Mado^ and that only 
his name was wrongly printed ns Madood 
in Ext. P-13 the electoral roll qf 1973”. 

It was in the above circumstances that the proviso 
to sub-section (4) of Section 33 of the Act was ap¬ 
plied to the facts of that case. But the fact of this 
case is materially different. In this case the materials 
before the Returning Officer were :— 

(i) electrol roll having no entry in the name of 
“Samar Singh son of S. B. Singh”. 

(ii) It contained an entry in the name of 
“Samay Singh” son of S. P. Singh” which is 
not the petitioner’s name. 

(iii) The nomination paper filed before him in 
Form 2-A was In the name of “Samay Singh 
son of S. P. Singh” and not in the name of 
“Samar Singh son of S. B. Singh”. 

(iv) the nomination paper also contained a cer¬ 
tificate signed by the petitioner as “Samay 
Singh” son of S. P. Singh, 

(v) By this certificate, it was certified unambi¬ 
guously that the name of the candidate as 
wen as his father’s name were correctly 
“spelt” in the nomination paper. 

Unlike the Masood’s case (supra), po ordinary man 
of average intelligence could on the above facts easily 
conclude that the name Samay Singh son of S. P. 
Singh was a misprint and a misnomer for the peti¬ 
tioner. For such a conclusion the returning officer had 
to enter into an enquiry by permitting the petitioner 
to produce evidence in support of his "claim and then 
making an assessment of that evidence. In other 
words, such a conclusion was probably not possible 
on a mere scrutiny of the electoral roll. The question 
then arises is whether the proviso to section 33(4) 
envisages such an enquiry by the returnine officer at 
the time of scrutiny of the nomination paper filed be¬ 
fore him. 

While examining this question it will not be out of 
place to refer the well settled dictum that ordinarily 
it is foreign to the pibper function of proviso to read 
it as providing something by way of an addendum or 
dealing with a subject which is foreign to the main 
section. The proviso has to operate in'the same field. 
If the Language of the main section is clear, it cannot 
be u.sed for the purpose of interpreting the main sec¬ 
tion in a manner so as to enlarge its scope or to state 
a general rule^ not envisaged by the main action. 
Rather a proviso is generally added to the mam Sec¬ 
tion to qualifying or to create an exception to what is 
in the main enactment. The effect of such an except¬ 
ing or qualifying proviso, according to rules of con- 
sb"uction. is except out of the preceding portion 
of the section or to qualify something enacted therein 
wh’ch but for the proviso would be within it. 

The language of the proviso to Section 33(4) is 
plain enough and leaves no room for doubt about its 
effect on the main section. It has not the effect of 
enlarging the scope of main section by providing 
something by way of addendum. It is also not a qtiali- 
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lying proviso. It is of the nature of on excepting pro¬ 
viso ^ making a provision for enabling the return- 
ii^ offi^cer to direct correction or overlooking of some 
kinds of mistakes in the electoral roll and the nomi¬ 
nation paper which the main section declares to bo 
final foil the returning officer at the time of compar¬ 
ing a nomination paper with the electoral roll. As 
pointed out in Masood’s case (supra), mistakes 
which are apparent to any ordinary man of average 
intelligence would be attracted by this proviso. But 
for this proviso, the Returning Officer has no other 
power to correct it during the conduct of elections 
Section 33 is in part V of the Act. Part V deals with 
“CcHiduct of Elections”. Tire Returning Ollicer has to 
make use of the proviso to Section 33(4) to facilitate 
the conduct of elections in such a manner that the 
full operation of the electoral iKill is ensured and at 
the same time, it is not affected by any ‘‘misnomer'' 
or “inaccurate description” or ‘clerical, technical or 
printing error” in regard to name of any candidate. 
But it leaves no room for doubt that the description 
of names is such which is “commonly understood”. 
It is, therefore, evident that the ffinctiqn of the pro¬ 
viso is not to empower a returning officer to take upon 
himself the task of rectification of an electoral roll 
depending upon facts which require enquiry or in¬ 
vestigation before it is accepted. Such an enquiry 
during the conduct of election by a Returning Officer 
is not envisaged in the main section 33(4) and the 
proviso has not provided such an £vddendum to 
It. The correction envisaged in the proviso must be of 
the nature described in the Masood's case I.e. must be 
easily discernable even to an ordinary man of an 
average intelligence and the correction of which is 
wananted ex debito justifise. The word “misnomer” 
in the proviso cannot, therefore, be given an existen- 
sive interpretation as desired by the petitioner. 

Thus the proviso relied upon by the petitioner did 
not empower the Returning Officer to permit substi¬ 
tution of a name in the electoral roll and the nomina¬ 
tion paper which was not apparent on a mere perusal 
of the materials before him, the materials which liave 
already been eniunerated of the Constitution or of 
this Act or of any rules or ordefs made under this 
Act.” 

It is urged by the petitioner that the Returning 
Officer did not comply with the requirement of pro¬ 
viso to Section 33(4) by refusing to direct the correc¬ 
tion of his name in the electoral roll and the nomina¬ 
tion paper. Such a refusal to comply with the require¬ 
ment of the prpviso was a breach of statutory duty on 
the part of the Returning Officef. It has consequently 
rendered the election of respondent no. 1 void. 

As has already been discussed above, the proviso 
to Section 33(4) has no application in this case. 
Therefore, the Returning Officer cannot be held to 
have committed breach of any statutory duty. The 
above contention of the petitioner cannot, therefore, 
be accepted and the election of the respondent no. 1 
cannot, therefore, he declared void on this ground. 

It may no doubt be also urged in this connection 
that, in case there is no person in the village having 
the name of Samay Singh son pf S. P. Singh i.e. hav¬ 
ing the name entered in the electoral roll and that 
this entry is referable to none but the petitioner, then 


the petitioner is left with no remedy. Firstly, this con¬ 
tention presupposes following questions of fact ; 

(i) Uiere is no person in the village having the 
name of “Samay Singh son of S. P, Singh” 
and 

(ii) that the entry in tliis name in the electoral 
roll relates to none but the petitioner. 

As already pointed out above enquiries into such 
questions of fact are not within the scope of the pro¬ 
viso to Section 33(4) relied upon by the petitioner. 
Tlierefore, he is not entitled to get the election nulli¬ 
fied on this ground. However, even if the above facts 
are assumed for a moment, the petitioner has no claim 
in equity also because of the very nature of the law of 
elections. The nature of this law is enunciated by 
the Supreme Court in lagan Nath Vs. Jaswant Singh 
(A.I.R. 1954 S.C, 210 at page 212) in the following 
words : 

“The general rule is well settled that the statu¬ 
tory requirements of election law must be 
strictly observed and that an election con¬ 
test is not an actipp gt Taw or a suit in 
equity but is a purely statutory proceeding 
unknown to the common law and that tlie 
Court possesses no co mm on law power.” 

In Jvoti Basu Vs, Dcbi Ghosal (A.I.R. 1982 S.C. 
983) also the Supreme Court reiterated the above de¬ 
cision of the Jagan Nath’s case by saying at page 
986—that: 

".An election'petitioh is not 'an action at common 
law, nor in equity. It is a statutory pro¬ 
ceeding to which neither the common law 
nor the principles of equity apply but only 
those rules wh'ch the statute makes and ap¬ 
plies. It is a special juHsdiction and a special 
jurisdiction has always to he exercised in 
accofdance with the statute creating it.” 

In fact, to use the language of the Jyoti Basu's 
case (supra) in election disputes, court is put in a 
straight jacket. The entire election mocess commenc- 
m,g from issuance of notification calHn,g upon a con¬ 
stituency to elect a member npto the final resolution 
of disputes is regulated bv the Representation of the 
People Act. 1951, differert stages of the process being 
dealt vn'th different specific prov.'sions of the Act. 
Th.at being the petition, the above contention of the 
petitioner con also not be perinited to sustain. 

In the- result, the petitioner’s nomination paper filed 
in the name of “Sarrvay Smgh son of S. P. Singh” 
cannot be held to have been wrongly accepted bv the 
Retnrini? Officer. He had rightly refused to accede to 
this pravee of the petitioner to order correction of 
the electoral roll or the nomination paper at the stage 
when the nomination mnefs were being scrutinised 
bv him for preparing a list of contesting candidates fn 
accordance with Section 3811) read w’th Rule 10 of 
the Rules. The petitioner has, therefore, no cause of 
action to ntafntain this petition. 

The anplication of the contesting ’‘c'pondent under 
Order VriT Ride 11 C.P.T'. is accordlnelv allowed and 
the clcclion petition of the petitioner is rejected. 
There "in tiowcveri he no oi'der as to costs. 

Dated March 6, 1986. 


Sd. A. S, SRIVASTAVA, 1 
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ORDER 

New Delhi, the 7th May, 1986 

O.N. 100.—^Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that each of the contesting candidates speci¬ 
fied in column (4) of the Table below at the election 
to the House of the People held from the constituency 
specified in column (3) against his name has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses or failed 
to lodge the account within the time and or in the 
manner; as shown in column (5) of the said Table 
as required by the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 


And whereas the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Commis¬ 
sion, after considering the representations made by 
them, if any is satisfied that they have no good reason 
or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of 
the said Act, the Hection Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (4) of the Table 
below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and 
tor being a member of either House of the Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council 
of a State|Union Territory for a period of 3 years 
from the date of this order. 


TABLE 


SI, Particulars of election S. No, & Name of the Nemc at Address of the con- Reason for diequalificrticn 

No. Pirliamentary Constituency testing candidate 


1 


3 


4 


5 


1. G.rijral ELction to th; 8—Hazipur 

House of the Pcopl ■, 

19S4-Bihar. 


2, -do- 


-do- 


3. -do- 


'do- 


'4. -do- 17—Samastipuf 




-do- 


-do- 


d. -dO' 


-do- 


7, -do- 42—Nawada''(SC) 


a. -do- 


-do- 


9. -do- 


-do- 


Shri Kamtshwar Bhagat, 

V ill. Mokimchf k, 

P, O. Panapur, Dharmpur, 
Thana ; Bidupur, 

DisU. vaishPli, Bihar. 

Shri Suresh Ram, 

Vill. Lakhani, 

P. O. Lakhani, 

Distt. ValshaJi, Bihar. 

Shri Rama Shankar Bhaiia, 
Viil. ChatvvarB Kapur, 

P. O. Madhiipur Jifijraa, 
Thanfl Mahuya, 

Distt. vaishali, Bihar. 

Shri Nand Lai Sah, 

Vill. <6 P. O.; Motipur, 

Thana • Tajpur, 

Distt. Samastipur, 

Bihar. 

Shri Ram Bhajpn Sharma, 
Vill. Malti, 

P. O. Bhagwanpur Desuja, 
Distt. .Samastipur, Bihar. 

Shri Harihar Pd. Sharma, 

Vill. Salimpur Arra, 

P.O., G.P.O., Patna, 

Patna, Bihar. 

Shri Kishun Rajak, 

Vill - Padmaul, 

P. O. Laundh, P. S. Sirdalla, 
Dlst. Nawda, Bihar. 

Shri Puma Majhi, 

Vill. Mafcan Pore, 

P. S. WarsaiiganJ (Nawadah), 
Bihar. 

Shri flaldev Majhi, 

Vill. BelokharRamgarh, 

P- O. Orania, Nawadah, 
Bihar. 


Account net lodg d. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

10, 

Gcne.ul Election to 
the House of the 
People 1984—Bihar 

4NNawdda tSC) 

Shri Bijoy Kumar, 

Vill. NiraydQ Chuabr, 

(Dokhin parwaja), 

P. 0 . Chand Chaura, 

Qaya, Bihar. 

ALCOUnt not lodged 

11. 

-do- 

46. Giridih 

Md. U sman Ghani, 

P. 0 . SwSng Colliery, 

Distt. Qiridih, Bihar. 

-do- 

p. 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Tokial Mahto, 

Vill. Chiterpur, 

P. 0 . A P. S. Torchrnch, 

Distt. Dhanbad, Bihar- 

-do- 


[No. 7e/BR-HP;85] 
By Order, 

S. D, PER8HAD.Under Secy. 


trf 5 ni, 1986 

jr. 101 .—flfwfWT 1951 ( 1951 ifiT 43) trRT 21 WRtn JT? Pl^ 

(5 ft nut^ 15 HTJJO:, 1984 *iftrg'«riTT ?t. 434 / 4 . t./84(l) Jr sfrt ftl^ avtirn, ■-- 

giRt wftI^['RT % ^rrrnfr % T^rr'fl’ 2 if 

(t) 4 . is-^rnro?!, i 4 -^ 4 lrtj[r 3 , 19-twftc wft ao-^rrw % bp# Ptahh srfirfe ^ "ftBT >rftr|c, btr 24 - 4 e<iir, 

;5KrBB” 5fftrf# : 

(a) BH ft. is-^WR (w, 511.) i 7 -»iwiT ?rf3rT aift is-wr^f bp# ftoBpr bW# % f«rpT bt "ftfiT irftf|« 
24-Bwrr, wfff'tft” 

jiftfti tirftBPpft I 

- 1 TT#! 1988 ^r frwpft *r# btc# i 

[ft. 434 / 4 . 4./84 (l)] 
9TI^V ^ 

HR. #. ffcBT, ftftB 


New Delhi, the 5th May, 1986 

<J,N. 101.—In pursuance of the provisions of 
section 21 of the Representation of the People Act, 
1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Commission hereby 
directs that the following further amendments shall 
be made in its notification No. 434|WBl84(l), dated 
15th October, 1984, namely :— 

In column 2 of the table appended to the 
said notification— 

(a) for the existing entry against item Nos. 
13-Barasat, 14-Basirhat, 19-Barrackporc 
and 20-Dum Dum, the entry “District 


Magistrate, North 24 Parganas, Barasat; 
and 

(b) for the existing entry against item Nos. 
15-Joynagar (SC), 17-Diamond Harbour 
and 18-Jadavpur, the entry “District 
Magistrate, South 24-Pargana8, Alipore”. 

shall be substituted. 

The above changes shall take effect from 1st March, 
1986. 

[No. 4341WB|84(1)] 
By order, 
R. P. BHALLA, Secy. 

«r#wf 


af ft?#, 7 nf, 1986 

WT. W. 102 -—'WNtT WPfPT fPlTaPT ^ BBT ft ft 4 # # fUT# % fB^B ( 2) if BBT ftftfW ffft BBT % ftB ftTBPCB PlBftB, 
1984 4r # fBTB (3) if ftBtBB4itS if J^T fBRT (4) if BfT% B 1 B 4 firftfe PtBIbB W# BmT 5 t#B: BBpTff, ffH 

urarnfe pT Bf ti ft qB , igsi ubt and# rmt bb PppiI sttt bbb ftrtaff % ff^B (s) if bbt bb if w# PtbIbb «q# btt irw 

tnftfT BT# if BBBifT xp ft , 

4ftT OTT BWrtB# ^ fPBBT <JBBT P# 'SI#'R # ^ BfPTlfPTT % ffp^ BT # BBTB BBBT fB's#fBRB B^ ftBT ft BT BB% SRT 
fi# BfBTftB# "R, Bft litf ?>, ftBR BT# ^ BlRTff PtbWb BIB# BB Bt[ ftBTBPI ^ BBT ft ft BB% BTfT BBfT BfTWTm fi# Bit< 
BBftr BBTB BT #pffft# B^f ft, 
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OT, PwW’T ^ mrf i o-v ^ S iff htHI (4) if fiffirfii'ss: «r13«nft if ^ 

i^r 41 ^ HT Tiw ^ fqHR ti'ETT PreR 'TfriR ^ wspt ^ sftr % f^. wnw *151 jtrflw *r »fW ^ 4t 

"eiwwfif it: ftftf fin%f vfftnf 11 


«K®fl 



^ r' -Fk r-. r\ 

FT^Wr W WlWlwl 

fnr^nr <Sw w H. rm 

fn^n 5rn tn% qwnff vi jtw ^ 

fartai aa arra 






1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1.’^ 

fr«ra^ 

41 H?ij, inn ftjilifli 

faataa real re ?r«T aaa i 4aT a 


19S4 


nrfTw fttwr ^rrem, 

(tot JT^Tl) 

a^a Mr il Mm n m 1 

2- 

5f<f 

Se-jftTWJT 

41 IJTO WT?T. :3^ irtTO, 

maa rear re 41 ^trer Mm 




Sfll^T, Tte 4131 ^^iTajT (3^,!! 

) n ftrei 1 

3. 

inff 

8i[r 

41 Twrt3, TOi fjfwrrajT, 

TOS PufipiT- nka^T 

(3. a.) 

n 

*■] 

ulr 

sa-TWJjfar {%t. 311,) 

41 431 wm, at, 3331 ^am. 
aro: ajp-ifTnr, 

( 3 , a.) 

n 


5. 


Ta-BPRi 

4r ftRr«r, ma ^iWai, a'ln asairl, 

fnaa rear re 4«rT prrftra Mr it 



froi pmr {sat aia) 

arPaa n freir 1 

6 . 


nr 

4r Ti%*r 4443, 9 / 417 , an a^ro, 

n 




niaTt (tot aia) 


7 . 

rnff; 

nr 

41 nnaa *111313, 4/360, 

Pfalan rear re itre aaa arer a 



nn are, pmri (TOranr) 

*Mia Ml il Mm afr frai 1 

8. 

wp 

nr 

ai. Tin aare faro, faqi4ai3, 

n 




wrai pTOm, PiTO ( 3 . a.) 


9. 



41 Tia 133^, 46/448,wrJireaaT 
sfirfrti^, titip an 3 i 4, wran, 
( 3 . a.) 

n 

10. 


SO-ifTS 

41 nwlv fare, 144 -an'fjO/ 

Pialaa real re 41^ 41 imi refaw 




ilTsfn ( 3 . a,) 

aft Ml 1 

11- 

•r^ 

nr 

4t w*n jaiT, 310 3ifl[area, 
ns ( 3 . a,) 

n 

12. 


nr 

41 Wlrra, 1042 / 40 , naaia, 
ilT5 (3TrT aiit) 

n 

13. 



41 ^la are, aia aara^T. 

fnaa rear re ilf 4r irre^iftm 




alre atlsren, Iroi irrs ( 3 . a.) 

n f4ai 1 

14. 


nr 

4i atre yaiT a|m, 

via qJa.'jii, n TOfr.w^Taar, 

ars (3TrT a^) 

n 

15. 

wt 

nr 

4l 4a are, at^ a4„ ftmr^T, 
( 3 . a,) 

n 

16. 

Vit 

nr 

41 arfi mil, aTaaatreainaT, 
fror iiTE ( 3 , a,) 

afr 

17- 

nr 

nr 

41 ata are, 829 , anajti, ns. 

(3. a.) 

n 

18. 

nr 

n 

41 ai%a, 411, at. »aiaittaia, 
alre ftaftr, froi ilTS (3. a.) 

n . 

19. 


n 

4l fiiwmr fn arar, is j,-; 

n 


wVtrr fWV, 'frts irftw 
ilTs (am u^) 
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465 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

p 

■4 


*4t fitlR ftr? 5 ?!^, , 96 , 

anmK, «r? frt, (^. tr, ) 


21. 

4^1 

vff it. TOt, 402, 




'ifT, ^n.6 . 5r * ) 


[4. 76/^. tr. R. /as (s)] 


suw Ir, 

iTff. #8r<r, 


ORDER 

■Mw.v Djtlii, 7th M ly, 1936 

O. N. 102-—WhcfeHs the E’cctti’E Lommin'ion is that i,afh of tac oonttsting candidatts spo^itiec' 

in column M) of th;Tablcb,low nt the OencraKh.ctionto thi LokSabha, 198‘1 as sp<.ciiicc] in column t2) held ficmtlio consti- 
lumoy snjoifi.d in column (3) against his nanu has failed to lodge the account of his election expens.s as shown in Column 
(3) of the Slid Table,as required by th Repres.ntQtionofthc People Act, 1931 and the Rul.s made thertundu; 


Aid, Whereas, th; said candidates have either not furnished any reason or cxplanaticn for the said ftiliire even 
afLc .I t; noticr of thr Election Commission or after considering the. representations made by thni, if rny, is satisfied that they 
h'lve no good reason or justification for the said faUiirc ; 


Mow, Th;rt;for. , in pursuanc, of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares tin p irons 
ip cifi;d in coleimn (4) of thi Tabh bdow to ba disqualified for being chosen as, and for beings immbcr of either House, of 
tieP rli im nt or of th; L gishetive Assembly or Legislative Council of a State for a period of 3 ye.ars from the date of this cie'er. 


TABLE 4 

SI. Particulars of ELction 

SI. No. <£ Nam:; of 

Name and address of the Reason of disqualificatioii. 

No. 

Constituency 

Contesting Candidate. 

1~ 

3 

4 5 


Gm;ral 

fehetion 

to Lok 6“Amroha 

Shri Lallu, 

Failed to lodge the account with¬ 

Sabha, 

1984. 


Vill. Tigria Bhud, 

Teh. Hasanpur, 

Distt. Moradabad, (U.P.) 

in time and in the manners. 

-do- 


3S—Gorakhpur 

Shri Makhan Lai 
alias Makhan Lai Goel, 
Shishpur, Post Gita Press, 
Gorakhpur (U- P.) 

Failed to lodge any account of 
('fiction expenses. 


-Jo- 

-Jo- 

Shri Rajpatl, 

Vill. Vishwanathpur, 

Post Amhia, 

Dlst. Gorakhpur, (U.P.) 

-do- 


-do- 

53”Rabertsganj (SC) 

Shri Genda Lai, 

Moh. Bhatw® Ki Pokhri, 

Post Mfthuariya 

Dist Mlrzapur (U.P.) 

-du- 


-do- 

73—Agra 

Shri Girraj, 

Vill. Jawtana, 

Post. Kathwari, 

Dist. Agra (U.P.) 

Failed to lodge tfie account in 
the manm r. 


-dc- 

-do- 

Shri Rakesh Dixit, 

9/417, Moti Katra, 

Agra, (U.P.) 

-do- 


-do- 

-Jo- 

Shri Bengalimal Aggarwal, 
4/360, Kachehri Ghat, 

Agra. (U.P.) 

Failed to lodge the account within 
in time and in the mann^ r. 


-do* 

-do- 

Dr. Rajendra Prasad Singhal, 
Tila Maithan, 

JanPta Hospital, 

Agra, (U P.) 

-c!o- 


-do- 

-do- 

Shri Ram Swaroop, 

46/448, Azad Nagar, 
Jagdishpura, Loha Mandi, 
Ward, Agra, (U-P.) 

-do- 
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1 

2 


3 

4 

5 

10. 

GjOeral Election to Lok 
Sabba, 1984. 

80— Meerut 

Shri Ashok Kumar 

144, Mohanpurl, 

Meerut City, (U P.) 

Faikd to lodge an account of 
election expoises. 

11- 

-do- 


1 

0. 

0 

1 

Shri Ashwani Kumar, 

310, Sbahnathan, 

Meerut (U-P.) 

-do- 

1?. 

-do- 


0 

'O 

1 

Shri Rishi Raj, 

1047/49, Begun Bagh, 

Meerut, (U.P.) 

-do- 

13. 

-do- 


80—Meerut 

Shri Deep Chand, 

Vill- Dayalpur, 

Post. Parikshat Garb, 

Distt- Meerut, (U.P.) 

Failed to lodge an account oi 
election expenses. 

14. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Narendra Kumar Mahcshwarl, -do- 

Vill. Khatlkpura, 

New Btsti, Jawahar Nagar, 

Dist- Meerut, (U.P.) 

15. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Prem Chand, 

Mohall Oali, 

Shikarpur, 

Bulandshelu' (U.P.) 

-do- 

16. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Bharat Lai, 

Vill. & Post Sarawa, 

Dlst. Meerut (U.P.) 

-do- 

17. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Mahash Chandra, 

829, Brahmpuri, 

Dlst. Meerut (U.P.) 

-do- 

18. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Wahid, 

44, Moh. Vyapariyan, 

Post Kithor, 

Dist. Meerut (U.P.) 

-do- 

19. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Vijaypal Singh Saga r, 
15], Aurangshahpur DigBl. 
Post Medical College, 

Meerut (U.P.) 

-do- 

20- 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Vishttn Swaroop Singh 
Turaha, 

96, Jai Nagar, Garb Road, 
Meerut (U.P.) 

-do- 

21. 

-do- 

—-All — 

-do- 

Shri C. P. Sharma, 

40.'’, Subhasbpuri, 

Kankar Khcra, 

Meerut (U-P.) 

1 

0 

r 


[No. 76/UP-HP/85 (5)] 
By Order 
S. C- JAIN, Secy. 


flwfy, 7 >rt, 1986 

w.^r. 103.—trpfPi ^TT iPmrpT ^ ’Pn t fipf ^ ( 2 ) ? *mT fVPrftBi ?r tflr ^rm 

PTKfttr^ fipi sit P!ii>r ( 3 ) if firPri^is Pr^W^ <^!r it jw wr«i ( 4 ) 'ff pprir <r^ irpT^ff, ^> 1 : 

nfuP PT ^ , 1951 jprn^ ini Pmlr irtr vQft pr gw wroff % (5) # nw gr^ftrr ift if fwtw wiff w 

ipBT RTpi *p?ph afft^pm it itrfw if wtw |,' 

aftt gw annWf if tnam? ftn ^ 13: aft gw apntwi Prt gt ^ >(.>1 wrg ami pp^taigg firn ^ it g<t^ 
sni ftii ani arw iwgf it, gft iff it, Pmr mtq; Pntfw atnitg w gorgrr ft wi | ft; gg% qrtt gw wtrwrgt % ftnt 
iM qgftg ww ir w it glft tw *nft t: 





[»Tm n—ww 3 (iil)] 


<TR?r*¥TTrii<wr:Jif ai, lese^*® i^as 
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TO TO fWm ^TTjfpr ^ nfafJm hrt lo^ % 5 pj>rw t ^ wnfV % (4) if ftfrfire »iTfw<Tf Tf ^fTO 

Mf ■rfV ’TT frgf TTST/TOTTwr MW ^ fsHTO W»IT WTOT f<TaTO TOPI WT^ »f)T ^ ^ ffITfW % wf^ *rf 

*ff *FrwT4rfw ^ fipi 'hi^^ ^nwr ft 1 


PTP>ff 


^ liwr PtVtto ^ Ptouji 

mrfhr fintTO fSw lilr 'pt 
a)!-?; mw 

PlUtTO TOTff 571 818 sfir 

TJI 

PTO^Kr MT ITHW 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . wpP miT % ftnt pmrpiT Pratro, 
1984 

(^3^ TPW h) 

17 iT«ni^ 



2. 

arftt 

ql. TOiptfm 
ppmy; 

aiftin 

h>iTfirftnrTTR^sr!tfffhilr stfro 
nftfftmft 1 

3. ^ 

18 ftrof 

wt finni 
•ft. 

pimT fiTOTTTOT 
ufrnt 

hwr qT%w fw ft 1 


[if. WT.if./ss)] 

wriir if, 
IfH. ft. !TITO, TOI itI^ 


ORDERS 


O.N. 103.—Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that each of the contesting candidates speci¬ 
fied in column (4) of the Table below at the election 
to the House of the People as specified in column 

(2) and held from the constituency specified in column 

(3) against his name has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses or failed to lodge the account 
within the time and or in the manner, as shown in 
column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules 
made thereunder; 


And whereas the said candidates have either not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Commis¬ 
sion, after considering the representations made by 
them, if any is satisfied that they have no good reason 
or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (4) of the Table 
below to be disquahfied for being chosen as, and 
for being a member of either House of the Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council 
of a StatejUnion Territory for a period of 3 years 
from the date of this order. 


TABLE 


SI. 

No 

particulars of oketion 

SI. No. & Name of 
parliamentary Constituency 

Name dc Address of the 
Contesting Candidate 

Reason for disqualification 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . 

General Election to the 

17—Samba Ipur 

Shri AmbJica Charan Sharma, 

Failed to lodge rny recount. 


House ofPeopl?, 1984. 


At/P.O. Bargarh, 





Dlst. Sambalpur, Orissa. 


••3 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Bhasfcar Bariha, 

Failed to lodge account In the 




4t/ P. 0 . Kanakbira, 

manner required by law. 




Dist. Sambalpur, Orissa. 


3 . 

-do- 

18 —Deogarh 

Shri Bishnu Sen, 

Failed to lodge any account. 




At/P. . Talchor, 


„_ 



Di-st. Dhenkanal, Orissa. 



[No. 76/OR—HP/85] 
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"crTlifr 

w. w. 10 4.— V! ^nnsTH 5^ ^ ^ ftp ^ ’nrnft % ( 2 ) * 1 ^ ttot ?r firEriH 

fiiH’T % 'sft ( 3 ) *r fSrPrFr'^ ^ j^rr ( 1 ) ?! ’mr^ fWrrr irf’rff, ?fpr 

Hl^rnPu'w wfuf^nT’T, 1951 n«rT frilr»r inr PruI jttt wf*TO wr ^ wj:»t ( 5 ) if im wTfW^ aimt ^ 

?Rr ^WT wiw'fe Bflr/jnw w^fwr ?f ^rter ^r 

sftT: gw ^ FTBiT T(WT t>: 'qV gw ^ni'itwT % firr^ ’TT tft w? irrTir FTsftTi:q- ?r#f fwr | irr jttt 

fti; w, «rfir ^ ?t, fir^K % trwra; Pt^Wk wqVr w irir fti irq- gw 'tTWiTOr % fT^ 

qirfw vmr gr gff t- 

flir jm, Pwfw wgtir gw wfirfim ^ itto 10 t % ir ^ nrcofr % wpk (4) Jr fitftfcg wfwiff ^ gqrr % 

ftrrfr fit gw % m Pptfr Tr^T/'i'inTW 3?! fq-gn gqr f^rpig gPrw % gwr aiYi % fgrt gr^g '■rfr gifr'? it ffw 

tI ^ly »'i«Tgfk ^ ftr^ Prdw *frt^ 'PWr 1 




grwrt 



fTHTT ?rRT pT^W'T ^ 

Pigtgg grf^ g# gwff w grg arVt 

fgi.fgT gg ptot 


aftr ?rm 

ggr 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1 . firarg ggr % fgtr groTtg 

51*gT2fft 

(4y T^iftr grw 

Prgtgg grr 31.11 ^g- airr pt^Pst 

Pigfgg, i985 

2 . gifi 

82'WlTfT 
(w.'ir.'jrr,) 

3 wrc. 146, 

T[PTg 9 , 
i^g^wT 7 , 

TfVgr 

>£ft Qitft'Ovi wgigw 
^TT ftrnirPrf^^ 

*ft * 

grgr Trurgrir 
fgw vl M'i'- fg^tgr) 

ftfg^Trftmgipffwn^ 1 

fggfgg iw %afr fiBig ftrig ^ 1 

3- *# 

n2-?rgift (g.gr,) 

■sft ggrggrr ggrgwr, 
g>. fggt^ 

sftfpfyT (gfrgr) 

gift 

4. g# 

gi^ 

gt gffjft ggig 

Prgpgg iqg Jnr Ws artr iriftpT 


gt. tfr^ 

fgrgr gl^tgiT (g^tgr) 

ftRr Jrgrfgnrgfffw^ 1 

5 

g^ 

«ff gji^ ggr, 

Tgrorngwr 

gggrgRf 

ggr gt^MK (g^) 


8. gift 


^fr ^rfglggg grft'p 
inSgTJflgTwra 
gt. graiglg 

gtwgfg (g%T) 


7 <nfr 

1 4 7-g7g^gT^ 

?rr grggnfrgr 

Prgtug ww ^rir Tif^g gi^ fwir ft. 

(w. wr.) 

gpT 

fr. 5ggg 
fegr wfjfTT: 
gfrgi 



(g. 76/gitffr Pr. g./ss] 
gr^nr ir, 

, f(. smw, fm gl^g 







[tIPT II— 3 (iii)] 


"TT TR75 ^ 3 1 


ORDER 

O.N. 104.—^Wlicreas the Ejection Commission is 
satisfied that each of the contesting candidates sped- 
Ikd in column (4) of the Tabfe below at the election 
to the Legislative Assembly as specified in column 
(2) and held from the constituency specified in column 
(.3) against his name has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses or failed to lodge the account 
within the time and|or in the manner, as shown in 
column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules 
made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidates have either not 



furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice or the Election Commis¬ 
sion, after considering the representations made by 
them, if any is satisfied that they have no good reason 
or justification for, the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of 
the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (4) of the Table 
below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and 
for being a member of either House of the Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council 
of a State|Union Territory for a period of 3 years 
from the date of this order. 


TAB-E __ . 

SI. 

No. 

Particulars of election S.No. 

<( Name of Assimbly N 
r.mstitumcv'! .»CJnt:sting candidaRs f 

Reason for disquAlmcatlon 

1 

2 

3 

4 

3 

1. 

0«n.'ral Election to th; 51. 

LcgLlatlve Assembly, 1935. 

Jatni 

Shri Rashuveor Yadav, 

3 R-146, Uait-9, 
B'AUbanoswBr-7, 

Failed to ledge rcccunt in the 
manner required by law. 

2. 

-do- 82. 

Royaf!ida'(ST) 

Orissa, 

Shri Himlrika padmacharan, 
ylll. Khllimlsuguda, 

P.O. Santiseshihhal, 

P.S. R-yig'Jda, 

Dut’ Karan t'Orissa). 

Failed to Icdgt nry rcccunt. 


3. 


112. Soa;pur (SC) 

Shri Ssdananda Mahananda 
At/P.O- Bnimunda, 

Did- Balarigir (Orhia)-' 

•do- 

4. 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Laxmi Prasad B.hra, 
Af/P.O. Son pur, 

Dili. B Dnglr (Orissa) 

Fall d to lodge account in the 
manner r^quin d by ..law. 

5. 

-do- 

-do-l 

ShriMah'ku Nrg, 
AtRngfatamunda, 

P.O. K nisara, 

Did. B I’-ngir (Orissa) 

-do- 

6. 

-do-] 

-do- 

fShri Abhiminu Barlk, 

O'tj Sarobarpara, 

At/P.O. B l-ngir, 

Dlst. Bhai.gir (Oilssi)- 

-do- 

7. 

-do-JI 

147. AnandpurfSO 

Shri Gol k Jena, 

Vill. K"nl®^rl. 

P.O. Dhjnka, 

Dlst. Kiohihar, 

Orissa. 

pail,d to lodge any account. 


f [No. 76/OR.IA/85I 
By ord. r, 

S, D.PERSHAD, Under Secy. 


tn. w. 105 .—Pmbnt ernfhr warr 5 t w ^ fin ^ % rnnr (2) Sf ’tit firWte firjrrrtrJtT ^ Pnrbrr ^ ftirf 
eft (3) *f ^ I 'ht'R (4) ^ftt; stfiifirfiinr 

frnm, 1951 tPTT ojpr ^ fiimff siti ^ nmnt ^ ttrrff (s) 4 Jt'tt ^TTfita » 7 ift iit * 4 

W t 

»ftT art wviifiufi 4 rmritT f?rr ®rr4 Tt 4t ^ mrwn fT4 ^ ut <r'Hwh'tn:iT ^ Iw ^ m ^3^% am 

mr 'tt, Ttf fiimr 'rr4 % wftT 'ct ^ rnttsTR Cl S’ wfTti^'vTT % 

>rr 

238 GI/S6—3 
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^ mcfti ^ wTafinr*! ifl ara lo 'p ^ wr niriff ^ (i) Jf Wifisr irPTi^f ffi 

ftitfr fift ETT »rr Pir«l ttw ^ fwK ?nir tr^vr firarr ^ ?rr% fin miir mff® & 41^ ^ ^ 

itnmrf& ^ fiN PiTfipr *ftPnT «rtjtT 11 

mofi 


*r<*. 

PrtU^mfini:^ 

fi. ifix m 

Pnf<rTwf^<4^«rwnff w’TnrT'iflT 

ft VT 

i 

2 

3 

4 

s 

1* Rfrcr<5 firerr hrt w 

PttrftT, 198J 

18 «T<injt 

iff itm frirT >rTi3, 

T«iR «n!*fT tfpffiff, 
gn^ WfETC, 

(jf^rcn?) 

fiTTfgt *TTf ’Hr tfr ^4iT TfriT 

z 


29 fiwrfy 

*fi-*rgf tariff. 
glTRT^, 

51/42 

'fT^T, tfrr^ CRrf 400018 

firfg {nrr »r3firg ififg !• wml grr vIibt 
mfSr? mff Rm 1 

9. 


43 

«fl' 9tt snrr?r wTfTFwr tri tnir imt, 

43 gJTRT «i4^, 
ipi.^f. TIT, iTfTTT 
(Tlf^) 400064 

PrafTT mif gg »tf 41 *w 
TffifiT g>^ Jf *nniT i 

4. 


49—5?Tf 

^ 0T2rr Tjrfjpp %fmtr, 
xrw ifniTfr 'titt, 

WO^W trie T>1TT, 

4000084 

— g^— 

& 

-nfl- 

65— 

(W.<lt.^. ) 

«fi ^ar ■giirra wtj 

Firg sflr' »pfmT 
s.'nrci, gr^T viTfjT, 
firm sTfll 

ftfg srm g^fStn mrr % *i*tc *0t 
fffg ?r pTflmr unff cr Irar 
mfiarg g?f firm i 

Z 


93—^TT 

'rff gr^Tlr f^TT mgrj 
mfer mfir, 

WT, inrgT aOt 

Vmr (gfrrrsy) 

Pfif mr *Tgt grr gflf 41 ?mt mftrm 
grr^ 4 mnw t| i 

S 


132^TT»»Ti& 

«ff rnwRig^l, 
wKiTiT mTsig, 
mnim ('FlTra)’'fTmT) 
irmff (mpTie;) 

fgrfir rrr mifin Mr & Prgfmi 
Kr<<f grr ^wr mfirsT gff firm 1 

z 


139—^4^ 

«rf g’TT niTOig 
g^?4Trg, 

Fmr mntTjfr (^r*) 
mTTRT finrrg (* %) 
gT'^T 4tT^fir. 

firm mgjT (mprrsj) 

fWmr *741 77 gitf jft 

gtr^ Sf Hmsn t| i 

z 


142—5fTHT 

«fr ^«r?n3 jirrmr 

^RT-T 

i^m^) 

: 


-zit- 

143—K^rrr 

4 4iuiJ '3fTTTiT ^tRJj 



STfrar JITCEflr, ^l5#,-5r 
^"rsi^r fif TT 'iTiTiTr 
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fnUT n—w 3 (iii)J 


TTTrmr:31, i 986 fj^ 10, leos 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

PurfsR, 1985 

159'—ifjnrat 

xw fiftx xri, 
srdXT mpfhr, f^pxt 

4 ‘ixrrjt {niTti«5) 


12 . 

160—xnfi 

WT afre irnTr, 

arft, 


13. 

164— 

qimnw (to! , 24) 
(W^) 


14. ^ 


•sfi vwiTTwiTOit, 
aaRnmr (TT# 4 

mre) (iT^rm?) 


1.“!. 


•ft 

?«inT aftx iTip^n; 


ie. 

165^— 

lift amit fifwiH'r, 

wm uHfipfrtT. 

Tfirfft, frrgxT 

(ir?!Tn?) 

X5t 

17, 


«ft «Tti «ftxw 
»TWc aftx mspj foror, 

(m^) 


18. 


df ?ctr4 

FtM «ftx «WIR, 

J4’4T?t Ipfttf, 

siwi wstm, 

(mrrxrt^) 



[»T, 76/W5F./85({5t.^r.)l 


fir?, 


ORDER 

O.N. 105.—^Whereas the Election Commission is 
satisfied that each of the contesting candidates speci¬ 
fied in column (4) of the Table below at the election 
to the Legislative Assembly as specified in column (2) 
and held from the constituency specified in column 
(3) against his name has failed to lodge an account 
of his election expenses as shown in column (5) of 
the said Table as required by the Representation of 
the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made'thereunder; 

238 G1/86--4. 


And whereas the said candidates have cither not 
furnished any reason or explanation for the said 
failure even after due notice of the Election Commis¬ 
sion, after considering the representations made by 
them, if any is satisfied that they have no good reason 
or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of 
the said Act, the Hection Commission hereby declares 
the persons specified in column (4) of the Table 
below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and 
for being a member of either House of the Parliament 
or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council 
of a State for a period of 3 years from the date of 
this order, 
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TABLE 

- 

No. 

Particulars of election 

SI. No. name of the 

assembly constituency 

Name & address of the 
contesting candidate 

Reason for disqualificath r. 

1 

.2 

3 

4 

5 

T.~ 

Ojncral ELction to the 
Mthtmshtra Legislative 
Assembly, 1985. 

18-Khalttpur 

Shri .jhilar Kiian Ganapat, 
At Post Khopoli, 

Taluka Khalapur, 
Maharashtra. 

Failed to lodge any account of 
election ettpensts. 


-do- 

27-Shivadi 

Smt. R ehha P. Ootmarc, 

^1/4 ’, B.D.D. Chawl, 

Worli, Bombay-400 018. 

Failed to lodge any account of 
expenses in the manner re¬ 
quired by law. 

3. 

-do- 

43-Malad Shri 

PreiTprakash Anandswaroop 
Alias Raja Sharma, 

45, Gopal Bhuvan, S.V- Road, 
Malad (W), Bomboy-400 064. 

Failed to lodge any account of 
election expense s. 

4. 

-do- 

47-Kurla 

Shri Chhadwa Ramnlk 

Bhimshi, 

Ram Maruti Joshi 

Chawl, Asalfa, 

Gho tkopar, 

Bombay-400 844. 

-do- 

5. 

-do* 

65-Sh3hapur (ST) 

Shri Jidhav Chindrakant 

Laku, 

At & Post K'tsara, 

Taiuha Shahpur, 

DiitrictThan , 

(Maharashtra). 

FaiLd to lodg: any account of elec¬ 
tion expmscs within tbo time 
and in th; manner required by 
law- 

6. 

-do- 

73-ChopJa 

Shri Salunh, Chiraan Dagadu, 
pa til Gadhi, 

At, Post (t Taiuha Chopda, 
(Maharashtra). 

Failed to lodg^ any account of 
election expanses. 

7. 

-do- 

132-Ramptoe 

Shri Kashinathji, 

Ganp itrao pntil, 

Mah'idula (Koradi Thurmal), 
T’luka Kampt.c, 
(Maharashtra). 

Failed to ledge any account of 
cl.ction exp'nscs in the manner 
required tv law. 

S. 

-do- 

137-Kato 

Shri Chavan Shankarrao 
Mihadcarao. 

At Wandali (Kd)., 

Post Digras (Bz)- Tahsil Rafol, 
Diiti ict Nagpur, 
tM'.harashtra). 

Falhd to lodge any account of 
election expenses. 

9. 

-do- 

142-Tumsar 

Shri Sakharwnd: 

Tukaram Sakharam, 

Hrnuman Nagar, Tumsar, 
(Maharashtra). 

-do- 

10 . 

-do- 

143-Bhandara 

Shri Uparad., Jayaram Dandu, 
At Khamari, B., Post Warthi, 
Tahsil Mchadi, 

District Bhandara, 
f (Maharashtra). 

-do- 

11- 

-do- 

157-Bhadrawati 

Shri Jamunadas Vuchhar.i, 

Ram Mandir Ward, Warora 
Tahsil, District Chandrapur 
(Maharashtra). 

-do- 

12. 

-do- 

t60-Wani 

Adv, BalkiRamesU Zitruji, 

At A Post, T’.luka Wani, 
(Mahara shtra). 

-do- 

13 . 

-do- 

164-Da rwha 

Shri Ampd-’ll Alias NeelO B'bco, -do- 


Yiv'tmil (W’rd No. 24) 
shtra). 



(ttr II—ww 3 (ii)] 


I___2_ 

14. Genaral Election to the 
Maharashtra Legislative 
Assembly, 1985. 


15, 'do- 

16. -do- 


17. -do- 


18 . -do- 


:^Tf 31, 1986/^ 10, 1908 


3 4 


164-Darwha 

Shrl Wankhadc Chandrabhan 
Ambadns, 

Yavatma] (Ward No. 4 

Bangar Nagar). 
(Maharashtra). 

-do- 

Shri Sonone Udebhaiyi Tanaji, 
At and Post Satefal, 
(Maharashtra). 

165. DlgiEs 

Shri Jadhao Bhimrao Limbali, 
At Malhiora, 

Post Kondari, Taluka Digras, 
District Yavatmal, 
(Maharashtra). 

-do* 

Shri Pande Shriram Gunajj, 
At Post and Taluka Digras, 
District Yavatma], 
(Mi’harashtra). 

-do- 

Shri Biburao Deorao Dawalc, 
Ata„d P( St RataoMidi, 
Taluka Manora, 

District Akola, 
(Maharashtra). 
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5 

j’Biled to lodge any accormt of 
election expenses. 


-do- 


-dO‘ 


-do- 


-do- 


iNo. 76/MT/85 OA)] 
Ey order, 

BAI.WAKI SINGH. Under Secy. 
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